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I. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 

• The Petitioner proposes a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the Site from the 
current PEC (Planned Employment Center) District designation to the CEF-R 
(Community Enhancement Floating – Residential) District, for the purpose of 
developing much of the Site for a residential-only development. The name given to 
this proposed new development is “Simpson Oaks”.  

 
• The CEF-R District is a floating zone, so evaluations of the issues of Change in the 

Character of the Neighborhood and Mistake are not necessary. Instead, the 
proposal is evaluated based upon the Criteria for a CEF District in Section 121.0.I 
of the Zoning Regulations, and the required findings in Section 121.0.J.8.b. 

 
• As is required for CEF District rezoning proposals, the Petitioner has submitted a 

Development Concept Plan (“DCP”), which for this ZB 1104M proposal consists of 
a compilation of plans and other documents. 

 
 Except as noted, these materials are mostly dated March 28, 2014 and consist of 

an Existing Conditions Plan, a Boundary Plan, a Site Layout Plan dated March 
31, 2014, a Rendered Site Plan, a Rendered Landscape Plan, a Rendered Overall 
Plan, and a bound booklet dated March 31, 2014 (the “Booklet”). 
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I. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 

• In order to simplify the understanding of the DCP proposal to the greatest extent 
possible, the principal plan containing much of the basic information for the 
development is the large Rendered Overall Plan (the “Overall Plan”). 

 
 To describe the general areas of the proposed development, the Overall Plan 

depicts a single, “divided” entrance on Grace Drive, generally located slightly to 
the west of the center of the road frontage. From this point a road extends 
straight, then curves slightly to the northwest, and then continues generally 
through the west side of the Site to a cul-de-sac in the northern area of the Site 
(the “West Road”). 

 
Approximately 600 feet north of the entrance, another road extends east from an 
intersection, and then curves north and then northeast through the east side of the 
Site to a terminus (the “East Road”). There are four relatively short cul-de-sac 
streets extending to the west of the West Road, and there is a connecting road 
running from near the terminus of the East Road to a point on the West Road 
approximately 600 feet south of its cul-de-sac (the “Connecting Road”). Please 
note that these road names are used in this Technical Staff Report, but not in the 
DCP plans or other materials. 

 
• The basic residential development proposal is to construct a total of 184 dwelling 

units, made up of 103 single-family detached dwellings and 81 single-family 
attached townhouses. As noted on Page 6 of the Booklet, which describes the 
proposed bulk regulations, this would mean a gross density of 2.75 dwelling units 
per gross acre. 

 
 There are some areas of steep slopes on the Site, and a small amount of 

floodplain, so the residential density based on net acres will be higher.  
 

• The bulk of the single-family detached lots, 66 lots, are located to the west of the 
West Road, either fronting on that road or on the four short cul-de-sac extensions, 
and also fronting on the cul-de-sac at the end of the West Road, and the Petitioner 
explains that the largest lots will be located closest to the existing residential 
neighborhood to the west.  The remaining 37 single-family detached lots front on the 
other side of the West Road or on both sides of a portion of the Connecting Road. 

 
 Of the townhouse units, 57 would front directly on the sides of the East Road in 

11 buildings ranging from three to six units per building. The remaining 24 units 
would front on two, parallel short road extensions.  

 
• The proposed development will include 19 Moderate Income Housing Units 

(“MIHU”). These residences will be “…disbursed throughout the single-family 
attached community and will be indistinguishable from the other non-MIHU units.” 
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I. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 

• As depicted on the Overall Plan, and on the Architectural Details starting on Page 
20 of the Booklet, all of the townhouse units would have garages and driveways of 
either a single or double width. Also located along the East Road and part of the 
Connecting Road are approximately 71 additional parking spaces, which could be 
used for overflow and visitors. 

 
 The petition information indicates that all of the single-family detached dwellings 

will also have garages and driveways with parking available either inside the 
garages or on the driveways. However, the Architectural Details show the front 
elevations of some of the single-family detached dwellings as not having front-
loading garages, so it appears some may have side-loading garages. 

 
• The total combined parking requirement for all the proposed dwelling units is 460 

parking spaces, and the total number of provided parking spaces is 572 parking 
spaces. For all of the calculation details of the parking within the proposed 
development please refer to the Site Layout Plan. 

 
• For the required list of uses that will be permitted as a matter of right in the 

proposed CEF-R District, the Petitioner proposes only single-family detached 
dwelling units and single-family attached dwelling units. 

 
 The required list of proposed accessory uses can be found on the Site Layout 

Plan. This list is reasonably consistent with the accessory uses allowed in 
residential districts. It should be noted that while this list includes the 
“Residential Chicken Keeping” use, because such uses are only allowed on 
single-family detached lots of 10,000 square feet or larger, this accessory use 
may not be achievable within the proposed development. 

 
• The proposed residential density, which is also specified on the Site Layout Plan as 

part of the General Bulk Regulations, is 2.75 dwelling units per gross acre. 
 
 The areas of steep slopes on the Site total approximately 2.78 acres, so the net 

acreage is 64.02. Based on that, the residential density is 2.87 dwelling units per 
net acre. This is slightly higher than the R-ED District, but less than the R-SC 
District. There also appears to be a very small amount of floodplain on the Site of 
unknown area, but it would not increase the net density significantly. 

 
• As required by Section 121.0.G, certain site enhancement features are proposed for 

the development. These are described in detail on Pages 4 through 6 of the 
Narrative Supplement, and are graphically shown in a generalized manner on Pages 
14 through 17 of the Booklet. For the purposes of this Technical Staff Report, a 
basic list of some of these proposed enhancements is: 

 
 A paved “Neighborhood Trail” that will run from Grace Drive through the 

western side of the development to a point where it will connect to the proposed 
“Middle Patuxent Environmental Trail”. 
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I. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 

 A stabilized earth and gravel “Middle Patuxent Environmental Trail” that will 
run from the northeastern area of the Site through the adjoining wooded 31 acre 
Parcel A, which is also currently owned by W.R. Grace (This parcel is described 
as the “Overlook Parcel” in the Narrative Supplement). This trail would split into 
two trails within this parcel, one going “upstream” to the river, and the other 
“downstream” to the river and eventually as intended, to the Robinson Nature 
Center. 

 
 The Petitioner states that it “…has negotiated with W. R Grace to…dedicate the 

Overlook Parcel to Howard County.” 
 
 Working with the Department of Recreation and Parks, the Petitioner will 

“…examine the feasibility…” of providing activity stations or exercise 
equipment along the trail(s). 

 
 Structured and seated overlooks would be constructed along the trail(s) at 

vantage points above the river. 
 
 The construction of a bicycle path along Grace Drive which would connect to a 

Columbia Association path at the Quiet Night Ride traffic circle and run along 
the south side of Grace Drive to a point near the intersection of Grace Drive and 
Cedar Lane. 

 
• Other site amenities proposed are a Tot Lot (Page 14 of the Booklet), which would 

be located in a generally triangular open space area between the townhouse area 
and some of the single-family detached lots, and a Nature Plan/Fitness Station (Page 
15 of the Booklet), which would be located in the area to the northeast of the 
intersection of the Connecting Road and the West Road. 

 
• The proposed Bulk Regulations for the district are listed on the Site Layout Plan. 

For the single-family detached lots, the bulk regulations are generally consistent 
with those for the R-SC District, although the minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet 
is larger than 6,000 square feet of the R-SC District, and the side setback of 5 feet is 
less than the 7.5 foot setback of the R-SC District. 

 
 The proposal to have lot line setbacks for the single-family attached lots is 

somewhat different than the requirements for the R-SA-8 District, which has 
setbacks from project boundaries, from other districts, and from rights-of-way, 
but not from lot lines for single-family attached dwellings. 

 
It is recommended that the Petitioner also specify requirements for porches and 
decks. The permitted encroachments allowed for such structures in Section 
128.0.A are only allowed in “residential zoning districts”. Although the CEF-R 
functions as a residential district, unfortunately when the CEF District 
regulations were approved, the CEF-R District was not added to the specific 
definition for “Residential Zoning District” in Section 103.0. 
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II. ZONING HISTORY 
 

A. Subject Site 
 

• The Site is part of what once was a larger parcel of approximately 147 or 148 acres, 
depending on what is stated in various case records. In the 1954 Comprehensive 
Zoning Plan this parcel was zoned R-R, Rural Residential, and became zoned R-40 
in the 1961 Comprehensive Zoning Plan. The 1977 Comprehensive Zoning Plan 
zoned the parcel R (Rural), and this zoning was retained in the 1985 Comprehensive 
Zoning Plan. 

 
ZB 814 was a 1986 Zoning Map Amendment case requesting to rezone the 
147.37 acre parcel from R to PEC. This request was only approved in part on 
July 25, 1986 because an area roughly equating to the northern area of the Site 
was kept as R because the Zoning Board concluded that this area could still be 
used for R District purposes. So at this point in time, the Site was zoned both 
PEC and R. The 1993 Comprehensive Zoning Plan eliminated the R zoning and 
made the entire Site zoned PEC. 

 
• Over the years, the W. R. Grace facility has had a number of Special Exception 

Board of Appeals cases. Although these cases largely pertained to the improved area 
of the facility, because the overall property was one parcel and because the Board of 
Appeals cases considered the entire parcel as being within the Special Exception 
boundaries, these cases also applied to what is now the Site. 

 
A. Case No. BA 84-49E&V 

  Petitioner: W.R. Grace & Company 
  Request: Modification and expansion of a previously approved Special Exception 

to add building and expand parking, and variance to reduce the required 
200 foot building setback to 175.36 feet. 

  Action:  Granted, May 5, 1985 
 

B. Case No. BA 83-54E 
  Petitioner: W.R. Grace & Company 
  Request: Modification and expansion of a previously approved Special Exception 

for a research laboratory, and a variance to the maximum permitted 
height in an R (Rural) Zoning District. 

  Action:  Granted, May 21, 1984 
 
C. Case No. BA 83-50E 

  Petitioner: W.R. Grace & Company 
  Request: Modification and expansion of a previously approved Special Exception 

for a research laboratory. 
  Action:  Granted, February 9, 1984 
 

D. Case No. BA 82-31E 
  Petitioner: W.R. Grace & Company 
  Request: Modification and expansion of a previously approved Special Exception 

for a research laboratory. 
  Action:  Withdrawn  
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II. ZONING HISTORY 

 
E. Case No. BA 168C 

  Petitioner: W.R. Grace & Company 
  Request: Special Exception for a research laboratory. 
  Action:  Granted, August 5, 1955 
 
III.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
 A. Site and Vicinity Description 
 

• The Site is located on the north side of Grace Drive approximately 200 feet east of 
Quiet Night Ridge and to the west of the 7500 Grace Drive property. It is situated 
between an existing single-family medium density neighborhood of the NT-zoned 
Village of River Hill Section 6 and associated open space to the west and northwest, 
and the existing W. R. Grace facility on Parcel A to the east. This facility is 
comprised of multiple one and two story office and industrial buildings, parking 
lots, and a prominent water tower. 

 
To the south, across Grace Drive, is the wide right-of-way for MD 32. Down a 
steep wooded slope to the north is the Middle Patuxent River, and the northern 
area of the Site is generally a wooded hill which slopes down to the north, 
northeast, east, and southeast. Adjoining the Site to the northeast is Parcel 412, 
Parcel A, which is a landlocked, wooded NT-zoned parcel of approximately 31 
acres and is owned by W. R. Grace & Company (Parcel A is described as the 
“Overlook Parcel” on Page 4 of the Narrative Supplement, in the section 
describing site enhancements). 
 
The southern area of the Site is a mostly wooded slope with some open areas, and 
from the highest points adjoining the NT neighborhood to the west the Site 
slopes down approximately 50 to 60 feet to a stream area and the common side 
lot line with Parcel A. From this point the topography rises up a wooded steep 
slope area to the improved area of the W. R. Grace facility.  

 
 B. Roads 
 

• Grace Drive in this location has two travel lanes and wide paved shoulders with 
approximately 41 feet of paving. The existing right-of-way is within the very wide 
and irregular right-of-way for MD 32 to the south.  

 
• The estimated sight distance from the approximate location of the proposed 

driveway entrance is over 1,000 feet to the southeast and approximately 285 feet to 
the traffic circle at Quiet Night Ride to the northeast. 

 
Precise sight distance measurements may only be determined through a detailed 
sight distance analysis, however. 
 

• There is no current traffic volume data available for Grace Drive. 
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III.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
 C. Water and Sewer Service 
 

• The Property is in the Metropolitan District and is within the Existing Service Area 
according to the Geographic Information System Maps.  

 
The Property would be served by public water and sewer facilities. 

 
 D. General Plan 
 

• The Site is designated as Established Community on the PlanHoward 2030 maps. It 
is designated as Undeveloped Commercial on the Land Use Map. 

 
•  Grace Drive is depicted as a Minor Collector on the Transportation Map.  

 
 E. Agency Comments 
 

• See attached comments on the proposal from the following agencies: 
 
 1. Department of Recreation & Parks 
 2. Division of Resource Conservation 
   
 • The following agency had no objections to the proposal: 
 
 1. Department of Inspections, Licenses and Permits 
 
 F. Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 
 

• The petition is subject to the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. A Site 
Development Plan for the proposed development is subject to the requirement to 
pass the tests for adequate road facilities and adequate school facilities. 

 
IV.   EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
A. Evaluation of petition according to Section 120.0.I of the Zoning Regulations (Criteria for a 

CEF District): 
 

1. The proposed CEF District is located within the planned service area for both 
public water and sewer service.  

 
 The Site is located within the Planned Service Area. 
 
2. A proposed CEF-C District shall have frontage on and access to an arterial or major 

collector road. A proposed CEF-R or CEF-M District shall have frontage on and 
access to an arterial or collector roadway, or a local road if access to the local road 
is safe based on road conditions and accident history and the local road is not 
internal to a residential development. 
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IV.   EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
 The Proposal is for a CEF-R District and the Site is located on Grace Drive, a 

Minor Collector. The proposed access is to Grace Drive. 
 
3. For all properties, the minimum development size for any CEF District shall be five 

acres. 
 
 The Site is slightly below 67 acres in area (66.8 acres). 
 
4. The proposed CEF District is not located in an existing M-2, TOD, NT, MXD, or 

PGCC District. 
 
 The existing zoning of the Site is PEC. 
 
5. A proposed CEF-R District is not located in an existing non-residential zoning 

district unless the proposed CEF-R District adjoins a residential zoning district. 
 
 The Proposal is located in an existing nonresidential zoning district. On the west 

side, it adjoins of a single-family medium density residential land use area of the 
NT District, which based on the definition for a Residential Zoning District is 
considered to be a residential zoning district.  

 
6. The proposed CEF District is not permitted within the interior of a neighborhood 

comprising only single-family detached dwellings.  
 
 The Site is not within the interior of a single-family detached neighborhood.  
 
7. A CEF development at the proposed location shall be compatible with surrounding 

residential neighborhoods, existing land uses in the vicinity of the site in terms of 
providing a transitional use between different zoning districts and/or land uses and 
the scale, height, mass, and architectural detail of proposed structures. 

 
   Based on the architectural elevations as depicted in the Booklet, the single-family 

detached structures which will be behind (i.e., east of) the existing NT-zoned 
single-family detached dwellings along Quiet Night Ridge will be compatible 
with these existing dwellings. The proposed single-family detached lots sizes will 
also be compatible. There will be a relatively wide landscaped buffer between the 
existing and proposed neighborhoods. 

 
 The single-family attached townhouse area of the proposed development is well 

separated from the existing dwellings along Quiet Night Ridge, and as they will 
be somewhat lower in elevation at grade, the single-family detached homes in the 
development will help to screen and buffer these townhouse units. The 
townhouse units are mostly buffered from the PEC-zoned W. R. Grace facility, 
and the townhouse buildings along the parallel road extensions will not face that 
facility. The proposed development does provide a transitional use between 
different zoning districts. 
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IV.   EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
8. The proposed CEF development shall include enhancements as provided in Section 

121.0.G. The enhancements shall be proportionate to the scale of the CEF 
development. The standard in that section is that the CEF development must 
contain one or more design features or enhancements which are beneficial to the 
community as delineated in accordance with Section 121.0.J.2.A and that exceed 
minimum standards required by County regulations, excluding bulk regulations. 
Such features or enhancements must be proportionate to the increase in 
development intensity and impacts associated with the CEF rezoning compared to 
the previously existing zoning. 
 

Prior to examining the development based on this criterion, the last sentence 
should be considered, because the issue of “increase in development intensity and 
impacts” is based on a comparison of the existing PEC zoning, a nonresidential 
district, and a purely residential proposed development. Typically, on a basic 
land use level, changing from a nonresidential district to a residential district is a 
decrease in intensity, not an increase. However, it can also be viewed that 
because residential uses are not permitted in the PEC District, changing to a 
residential district is an increase in residential intensity. 
 
The term “beneficial to the community” in this criterion implies that the 
development enhancement features should be valuable to the greater community, 
not just the community within the development itself. The Simpson Oaks 
development proposal includes provision of the Neighborhood Trail connection 
from Grace Drive to the Middle Patuxent Environmental Trail, the provision of 
the Middle Patuxent Environmental Trail that will run through the Overlook 
Parcel to the river, and to the Robinson Nature Center, and the construction of a 
bicycle path along Grace Drive. 
 
These items plus the others described above in the Description of Proposal 
section appear to exceed minimum standards for a somewhat similar district like 
R-ED, and be satisfactorily proportionate to justify a rezoning from a 
nonresidential district, which allows structure heights of up to 80 feet, to a 
residential-only district. The proposed CEF-R District in this location would be a 
more appropriate transition in use than to develop the Site for PEC uses.   

 
9. The proposed CEF District shall meet the criteria of the purpose statement. 
 

The Community Enhancement Floating (CEF) District is established to 
encourage the creative development and redevelopment of commercial and 
residential properties through flexible zoning so that the proposed 
development complements and enhances the surrounding uses and creates a 
more coherent, connected development. 
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IV.   EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
The use of the word “coherent” in this criterion appears to mean 
“rational”. The Simpson Oaks development does complement and 
enhance the existing residential neighborhood to the west, and it would 
result in a more rational transition in use between this neighborhood and 
the W. R. Grace facility. The redesign of the development proposal after 
the initial DPZ review of the first proposal, and after the initial review by 
the Zoning Board and others, is a sufficiently creative response to the 
comments made about the development up to this point in time. 

 
While it is envisioned that the CEF District could place residential uses on 
land zoned for employment in some circumstances, it should not be viewed 
primarily as a way to convert land zoned for employment to residential.  
 

Although there is no outright prohibition on placing residential uses on 
land zoned for employment, as the Simpson Oaks CEF is proposing, this 
part of the Purpose Statement emphasizes that this should only be done 
“in some circumstances” and not “primarily as a way to convert land 
zoned for employment to residential.” The interpretation of this part of 
the Purpose Statement is that there should be either a sensible reason to 
justify a CEF development to convert land zoned for employment to 
residential uses, or that the CEF development should be of a quality 
sufficient enough to justify such a conversion. 

 
The Site is somewhat unique because it is a large undeveloped parcel that 
is situated between a single-family detached neighborhood and a 
longstanding research laboratory use, and it contains portions of the 
Middle Patuxent Environmental Area Hub. Developing the Site for PEC 
purposes would not allow for much of a transition from the existing 
residential neighborhood, and developing it for such purposes would be 
less compatible with the Middle Patuxent Environmental Area Hub than 
the relatively low density residential development as proposed. The 
Department of Planning and Zoning also finds that the quality of the 
current Simpson Oaks development does provide justification for the 
conversion from PEC to CEF-R. 

 
The CEF District is intended to: 
 
A. Allow greater design flexibility and a broader range of development 

alternatives than the existing zoning district. 
 
 Evaluating this criterion for a CEF-R development that is proposed for a 

currently PEC-zoned property is difficult. A PEC development would have 
greater design flexibility and a broader range of development alternatives for 
nonresidential uses than a CEF-R development, and conversely, a CEF-R 
development would have greater design flexibility and a broader range of 
development alternatives for residential uses than a PEC development.   
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IV.   EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
B. Provide features and enhancements which are beneficial to the community 

in accordance with Section 121.0.G. 
 
 As noted above, the current Proposal does provide such features and 

enhancements. 
 
C. Provide a higher quality of site design and amenities than is possible to 

achieve under the standard provisions of existing zoning district 
requirements. 

 
  Similarly to the comments above, it is difficult to arrive at a final 

conclusion on this criterion for the proposed development because this 
involves a comparison of the wholly nonresidential PEC District to a 
wholly residential development. It is not reasonable to think that a 
residential development design is somehow “better” than a PEC 
development just because it is residential. The site design characteristics 
of a PEC development are simply different than a residential 
development.  However, the types of amenities being proposed in 
Simpson Oaks are likely of a higher quality than what a PEC 
development would offer. 

 
D. Encourage creative architectural design with the most favorable 

arrangement of site features, based on physical site characteristics and 
contextual sensitivity to surrounding developments. 

 
 The Simpson Oaks proposal provides a reasonably favorable 

arrangement of site design features, based on the physical site 
characteristics and the contextual sensitivity to the surrounding 
developments and properties, except for an issue associated with the cul-
de-sac of the West Road which is noted below in the evaluation of the 
petition based on the General Plan. The proposed architecture is not 
especially creative, but it is reasonably pleasing and it would be 
compatible with the developments in the vicinity. 

 
E. Serve as a transitional area by providing a mix of uses compatible with the 

surrounding community or developments. 
 
 As noted above, the proposed development would function as an 

appropriate transitional use. 
 
F. Encourage aggregation of underutilized properties. 
 
 The Site is a single property so this criterion is not applicable. 
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IV.   EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
10. The proposed CEF Development does not comprise parcels which were added to the 

Planned Service Area to achieve Bay Restoration goals articulated in PlanHoward 
2030. 

 This criterion is not applicable. 
 
B. Evaluation of petition based on the General Plan 
 

• As previously noted, some of the northern areas of the Site appear to be within the 
Middle Patuxent Environmental Area Hub boundaries. These areas may include the 
cul-de-sac of the West Road and some of the single-family detached lots fronting on 
this cul-de-sac, and perhaps some lots along the West Road also.  

 
 If this is the case, the current development proposal would not be in harmony 

with PlanHoward 2030 Policy 3.7 to “Secure better protection of environmental 
resources within new developments.” Policy 4.6  is to “Formalize a Green 
Infrastructure Network Plan in Howard County”, and the current development 
proposal would not be in harmony with the Implementing Action for Green 
Infrastructure Network to “Define, protect, and enhance a Green Infrastructure 
Network that includes and links the most ecologically significant natural areas in 
Howard County.” Finally, the current proposal would be contrary to Policy 4.7 to 
“Continue to protect, restore, and expand forested lands.” 

 
 It is recommended that the cul-de-sac of the West Road be shortened to protect 

green infrastructure consistent with Green Infrastructure boundaries to the 
northwest and southeast of the Site. This could be compensated by increasing the 
number of townhouse units accordingly, and the density would remain low. The 
Department of Recreation and Parks also recommends that this area of the 
development should be moved further from the river. 

 
C. Fiscal Note 
 

• ZB 1104M is for the conversion of PEC-zone land to residential uses, and therefore 
Section 121.0.J.4.b. of the Zoning Regulations requires the inclusion of a fiscal note 
in the Technical Staff Report. 

 
The fiscal impact of the proposed Simpson Oaks development consisting of 103 
single family detached units and 81 townhomes was evaluated using the 
County’s fiscal impact model that had been created for the most recent General 
Plan, PlanHoward 2030.  All County operating and capital costs and revenues 
associated with this project have been evaluated.  It was assumed that the project 
would be built out evenly over 5 years.  The model output results in total average 
annual revenues to the County of $1.4 million over 20 years.  Average annual 
costs incurred by the County over 20 years amounts to $1.26 million. 
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IV.   EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
Thus the resulting net fiscal impact is a positive $140,000 per year on average 
over 20 years.  Note that these results are based on average market values for 
new single family detached and townhouse units built in the County as assumed 
in the PlanHoward 2030 fiscal assessment.  These values are $539,382 for single 
family detached units and $357,844 for the townhouse units.  To the extent that 
these values will be higher, which they are likely to be, the net fiscal impact to 
the County will be improved upon. 

 
V.    RECOMMENDATION  APPROVAL 
 

For the reasons noted above, the Department of Planning and Zoning recommends that the 
request to rezone the Site from PEC to CEF-R, be APPROVED, with the following revisions: 
 

1. The Petitioner should specify any special setback requirements for typical 
attached structures such as porches and decks. 

 
2. The cul-de-sac area of the West Road should be shortened to be consistent with 

Green Infrastructure boundaries to the northwest and southeast of the Site. 
 
 

 
      _____________________________________________                                                                        
      Marsha S. McLaughlin, Director   Date 
 
 
 
MM/JRL/jrl 
 
 
NOTE: The file on this case is available for review at the Public Service Counter in the 

Department of Planning and Zoning. 
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